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Raisng TheBar For Evaluation

Over the pag few years, the philanthropic
sector has undergone a criticd redefinition
of gant making. Grants are seen less and
less as gifts or contributions than they are as
investments. This shift in terminology is not
just semantic; foundations now have much
higher expectations as to wha nonprofit
organizations will do with their grants. The
sector is being counseled to pay deliberate
atention to the value to society that is
produced by a gant (Porter and Kramer,
1999; Prager, 1999) and evento step intothe
role of an active investor (i.e, a “venture
capitdist”) in order to push gantee
organizations to their full potentiad (Letts,
Ryan and Grossman, 1997).

The rants-as-investments paradigm
immediately raises the issue of evauation:
foundations need to be able to measure what
gantees accomplish with their grants in
order to compute the return on ther
investment. M oreover, foundations
operatingunder the new paradigm are much
more impressed with outcome evauation
(i.e,, an objective assessment of the actud
effects of the funded program on the target
population) than they ae with process
evduation (i.e, an assessment of how the
progam was ddivered by the staff and
received by theclients).
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This increasing emphasis on outcomes and
results is reinforced by a number of other
trends operating within the philanthropic
and nonprofit sectors. For example, in the
wake of some highly publicized cases where

nonprofit  executives pad themsdves
excessive sd aries and exercised
guestionable spending practices, we have
seen movement within Congress,

foundations and the genera public to require
more accountability from the sector. In
addition, many of the new foundations
emergng over the past decade have been
created out of the sde of hospitds and
hedth sygsems (Milbank M emoria Fund,
1999). Such “conversion foundations’ are
often managed by hedth administrators,
who are accustomed to making decisions
tha are based on concrete performance
indicators.

Under this new results-based paradigm,
funders are no longer mollified by activity-
based progress reportsthat count how many
meals were served, how many beds were
filled, how many addicts were trested, or
how many offenders showed up for group
counsdling

Grantees now must gather data that
accommodate bottom-line thinking, showing
the concrete, tangble changes tha resulted
from the foundation’s support.



The Sober Reality

Although foundations ae becoming
incressingly clear with their expectation for
evauation, the task facing grantees is often
clouded and confused (Fine, Thayer and
Coghlan, 1998, Wdker and Grossman,
1999). Foundations will not dicit rigorous
outcome evduations from ther grantees
simply by asking for them. For many
nonprofits, the requirement to conduct
evauation appears extraneous to the core
mission and activities of the organization.
Even those organizations that do recognize
the vaue of evaluation often find it difficult
to build this new function into their existing
operations. And those organizations that
actualy do evduate their progams rarely
obtain the type of data tha would alow
funders to compute the return on ther
investment or theratio of benefits to cods.

The reguirement to conduct outcome
evauation gppears as a huge order for most
nonprofit organizations (Billitteri, 1998).
To support the transition from informa to
rigorous evduation, some funders have
devoted resources to the cause of building
evauation cepacity within the nonprofit
sector. United Way of America produced
the quidebook, Measuring Program
Outcomes: A Practical Approach, which is
designed to assist locd United Ways and
their funded organizations in setting up
useful evduation sygems.  Foundations
such as W.K. Kdlogg and illman have
prepared their own manuds (W.K. Kellogg
Foundation Evaluation Handbook and A
Guide to Evaluation for  Skillman
Foundation Grantees), which cover topics
ranging from logic models to working with
research consultants. More and more
workshgps and conferences are devoted to
training the nonprofit and government sector
in evauation methods. Foundation-
supported websites such as Innonet
(www.inetwork.org) provide users with

quidance and exercises that hep even
novices design an evduaion of ther
program, and then alow the user to upload
those designs for on-line f eedback.

All of this exposure around evauation has
rased expectations and anxiety among
progan managers, without necessarily
increasing the quantity or quality of the
evauation work that is actualy performed.
If a foundation is to employ outcome
evauation as a tool in its quest for
organizationd effectiveness, the practica
limitations of this tool must be
acknowledged and addressed. The
following issues have emerged as critical
limitations as nonprofit organizations have
ventured more deeply into outcome
evauation.

Outcome Evaluation |s Expensive

Many evauaion manuas
and workshops begn
with the reassuring axiom
tha evauation is simply
an extension of normd,
adaptive behavior. For
example, Posavac and
Caey (1997) exhort that,
“the practice of
evaduating one€s own
efforts is as naturd as
breathing” (p.1). These
statements are intended to demystify the
field of evauation and to convince program
managers that they can conduct evauation
even if they don't have forma training in
statigics. Although some forms of
evauation (particularly formative
evauation) can be built directly into an
organization’s operations with reativey
little effort and cost, rigorous outcome
evduation rarely proves to be a naturd,
inexpensive or simple addition to aprogram.
M easuring outcomes and impacts requires
guestionnaires, interviews, tracking clients




after they leave the progam, data
management and analysis: tasks that impose
a red burden on staff and clients. In
addition, few nonprofit organizations have
the expertise on staff to design rigorous
studies, identify vaid instruments and carry
out sophigicated statigicd  andyses.
Workshops, traning manuds  and
consultation can be effective in building
basic evaluation competencies, but a good,
solid outcome evaluaion will invariably
require the addition of new staff (or
dedicated consultants) who bring extensive
training in evaluation methods.

The Outcomes Of Social Programs Are Elusive

Few of the programs funded by foundations
can be evduaed with the degee of
precision that foundation board and staff
would like. Particularly for board members
who are accustomed to reviewing quarterly
financid returns to evauate the performance
of their investment managers, the ambiguity
surrounding the assessment of
programmatic outcomes can be vey
disconcerting.

One problem related to eusiveness is that
many foundation-funded progams have
“soft” outcomes.

Indeed, nonprofit managers often contend
that evauators and their methods “ miss’ the
positive effects of community-based
progams (“1 know my program works,
regardless of what the evduation shows.”)
Although many “soft” outcomes (eg., sdf
esteem, sdf sufficiency, community
mobilization) can be measured reliably and
vaidly, evduators do face challenges in
trying to fully capture the effects of
programs that address complex issues such
as substance abuse, violence, homelessness,
discrimination and social injustice.
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A padld limitation in gpplying outcome
evduation to socid programs is that many
of these programs have lagged outcomes
(occurring well into the future). Especidly
within the fidd of prevention, even the
progams that are effective have benefits

tha do na occur until years after the
intervention has been delivered. Take the
case of David Olds' home-visitation
progam, which has attracted considerable
attention from foundations and policy
makers because of its demonstrated
effectiveness in reducing the likelihood of
violence among children of mothers who
werevisited by nurses during pregnancy and
early childhood; the reductions in youth
violence were observed 15 years after the
intervention (Olds, et d., 1998). Sgnificant
expenses and complications are involved in
following clients even ayear after they exit
aprogram.

Another  methodologca  complication
associated with outcome evauation is that
most of theprograms funded by foundations
operatein “noisy” sysems. In other words,
a the same time that a client is receiving
some service from the grantee organization,
that client is aso experiencing a host of
extraneous influences.” In some programs
(particularly school-based programs), the
clients undergo a whole host of
developmentd changes a the sametime that
they ae beng influenced by the
intervention; any observed change in
behavior or knowledge might be due to the
intervention, but it might just as wel be
attributed to a maturation process.
Likewise, secular trends (e.g, a changng
economy, new technologies, a deteriorating
nei ghborhood) aso exert an influence on the
clients of a program, over and above the
impact of theintervention.




Because of these “background effects,” the
effectiveness of a progam cannot be
evauated simply by assessing changes in
client behavior or wel-beng a true
outcome evaluation requires that we identify
the unique contribution of the program on
the client. As every evaduaion textbook
makes excruciatingy clear, the challenge for
progam evaluaors is to estimae what
would have happened to the program's
clients in the absence of the intervention. In
theory, @gproaches such a random
assignment, a“ matched” comparison group
and interrupted time-series designs offer
solutions to this dilemma, but these
strateges are exceedingy difficult to
implement within most nonprofit setings,
paticularly gven the leve of resources
typicaly avail ablefor evduation.

Grantees Are Resstant To Outcome
Evaluation

S far, we have been focusing on the
technical limitations of relying on outcome
evauation as a tool for measuring the
effectiveness of funded organizations. The
political, sociological and psychological
issues are just as critical. In particular, any
attempt to introduce outcome evauation into
nonprofit organizations must contend with
the pervasive sense of threat (and even
dread) that accompanies the word
“evduation.” Despite dl its paentid as a
tool for learning, evauation is traditionaly
viewed solely as a yardstick for measuring
performance, with dl the associated
connotations of report cards, judgmentalness
and punishment. Particularly when the
evauation is driven by the funder, and the
funder emphasizes outcomes, the common
response among grantees is fear and
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avoidance.

Increasng The Relevance And Utility Of
Evaluation Among Grantees

Even though outcome evduaion is
expensive, complicated, threatening and
inherently politicd, this does not necessarily
mean that it is in appropriate; these qudities
are true of most tools that facilitate change
and gowth. Evduaion has the power to
bring a more ddiberate, informed mode of
decision making to foundations and the
organizations they fund. However, for
evauation to achieve that paentid, those
who fund and practice evaduation need to be
more strategc, thoughtful and sensitive in
their gpproach to evauation.

The following recommendations ae
intended to advance the state of evauation
within thephilanthropic sector.

Set Clear, Reasonable Expectations For
M easuring Outcomes

A good deal of the frustration associated
with evaluation can be overcome through a
more intentiond definition of what the
program is intending to accomplish, which
in turn alows the measurement to be more
focused. In particular, when foundation
staff and boards are more clear and specific
astotheintert of agrant or an initiaive, the
evauation task becomes more
straghtforward. Evaduation methods can
capture program-induced changes, but only
if those desired changes are articulated
beforehand.

On the other hand, even with a clear set of
objectives, the evidence gathered by an
evaduation may not be as definitive as the
board and staff are hoping A precise
evauation of outcomes requires significant
funding, long-term follow-up, and random
assignment of clients andlor gant



gopplicants: provisions that run against the
grain of traditiona foundation practice. It is
important to recognize and appreciate the
various costs involved in moving from an
evauation that yields suggestive evidence to
an evauaion that yields definitive evidence.
Once a decision is made as to the scope of
the evauation design, the foundation should
accordingly adjust its expectations for
outcome data

Use Logic Models

The outcomes of strongest interet to
foundations and funded organizations tend
to bethe “hard” effects tha occur down the
road: graduation from high school, staying
in a job long run, mantaning healthy
behaviors, improved  social fabric
throughout a community. The typicad one-
shot evduation is inherently unableto detect
these long-term outcomes. This issue of
latency can be addressed to some extent by
measuring shorter-te'rm  outcomes (e.g,
incresses in knowledge, new skills) that
serve as proxies for the ultimate outcome of
a socid program (e.g, avoiding unhedthy
behavior such as smoking or substance
abuse).

Logic models connect the shorter term and
longer term outcomes together in a chain of
causality (Weiss, 1995). Logic modes are
very useful in establishing a common set of
expectations as to how a progam will
unfold, if it is successful. By laying out the
logic modd at the begnning of the program,
those gakeholders who are predisposed to
assessing success in terms of a*“ bottom line”
have a conceptud tool that dlows a more
reasonable scorecard for tracking the
program’s progress.
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Involve Grantees As Partnersin The
Specification Of Desired Outcomes

Although foundations clearly have aright to
define the expectations and objectives of
their gants, the organizations receiving
funding are not passive actors in this
exchange. Indeed, nonprofits arguably have
an even larger stake in establishing the
criteria by which they will be hed
accountable by ther funders and by
themselves. Thesetwo pergpectives must be
brought together through open-ended
funder-grantee negotiations, which in turn
requires that both players share their own
bottom lines, listen carefully to the other’s
persgoective and then seek common ground.
The process is conplicated by the power
differentia that invariably enters into any
conversation between funder and grantee,
particularly when defining the terms and
expectations of a gant. The degree to
which the foundation and grantee succeed in
establishing mutualy agreed-upon outcomes
depends largely on the grength and integrity
of ther relaionship, which in turn rests on
their mutua trust, regpect and gopreciaion
for one another’s role.

Build Evaluation Capacity At The SameTime
The Evaluation Is Carried Out

Foundations typicdly enter into the
evauation arena because of their desire to
know the effects of their grants. At the same
time that the foundation is meeting its own
need to learn of the effects of its grants, it
can serve its grantees by building their
capacity to conduct evauation.

Building the evaluation capacity of
nonprofit organizations requires a concerted,
long-term strategy on the pat of funders,
evaluators and the organizations themselves.
One-shot workshops and introductory
manuas can succeed in sensitizing an
organization to the possibilities associated



with evduating its activities, but these
resources do not, by themseves, infuse
deeper leves of skills and knowledge, build
data systems, or transform organizationa
culture in away that dlows evduation to
take root. Thus, evduation rarely succeeds
in ataning its ultimate goal of improving
the design and implementation of the
program being evauated.

Although much has been written about
building evaduaion capacity among
community-based  organizations  (eg,
Fetterman, Kaftarian and Wandersman,
1996), there are two critica factors that
come into play when a foundation works
withagantee. Thefirst is fear. Nonprofit
managers tend to be skeptica and suspicious
of evduation, paticularly evduation that is
imposed by an externd agent. To undo
those connotations, a deliberate effort must
be made to bring out intrinsicaly
meaningful evaluation questions among the
staff and board of grantee organizations.
The intent isto transform evauation into a
tool for sdf-directed learning for the
gantee.

A second mgor factor that comes into play
in building the evauation capacity of
grantees is the potentia disconnect between
evauation-related activities (eg, daa
collection, analysis, interpretaion, learning)
and progam-related activities (recruiting
staff and clients, developing work plans,
writing grants, gaining public exposure). To
be successful in introducing evauation into
a nonprofit organization, the evauators and
data systems mug accommodate the existing
culture and constraints, a least a the
beginning. At a bare minimum, this means
that the foundation must make available
resources that are sufficient to bring in the
necessary staff, equipment and software.
Further, the gaff of the organization needs
to have a strong say in how the system for
evauation will fit within the sysem for
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ddivering services. This reguires time,
flexibility and sensitivity to different
pergectives. Mog of dl, the staff mug be
assured that their own interests are being
met in pursuing evauation.

Increasng the Power of Evaluation within
Philanthropy

Focusing evauation on the outcomes of
gantees leaves the foundation without a
sense of how its own decisions ae
determining those outcomes. Thereturn that
a foundation achieves on its gants
obviously depends on the success of its
grantees. It is important to recognize how
much tha success depends on the
foundation’s agpproach to gant making,
including the foundation’s choi ce of funding
aress, the duration and size of grants, the
foundation’s style of interacting with
gantees, the requirements imposed on
gantees, and the availability of technicd
support. Unlessthe foundation evauates the
effect that those decisions and activities
have on the performance of grantees, no
amount of grantee-level outcome evauation
will move the foundation to the point of
redizingits own patential.

The paucity of  foundation-focused
evauation severdy limits the effectiveness
of the philanthropic sector. No foundation
can achieve its true potertia without the
ddiberate data-collection, analysis and
reflection that are the keys to good
evduation. Without objective data
describing the results of its actions, a
foundation is unable to learn from its
mistakes and its successes. Foundations
expect gantees to push themsdves to
increese relevancy, effectiveness, and
wisdom; grantees should expect just as
much from funders.
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Evaluation Dilemmas For Grantees

Chrigtine Patterson, MSW, ACSW, LCSW
Arkansas Department of Health
Office of Minority Hedth

Dilemmas regarding evauation for community-based prograns are numerous, with the core
drivingforce being that evduation must be done. Grassroots leaders and residents characterize
funders as being unresponsive and non-inclusive. Communities are concerned with ownership:
Who will control the data once it is collected? What resources will develop as a result of the
evauation? During my years of experience, the one consistent element that has been evidenced
as a requirement to being successful in working with communities of color is relationship
building. These communities must have a sense of commitment from funders before they are
willingto beacollaborative partner.

First, community groups generally have not done evduations; they have been evaduated. The
unfortunate history has been tha they have been evauated with rigor only when someone in
power decides that thereis a"problem".

M ost community -based groups do not fed that they have "permission” to learn from ther errors
or to shgpe or improve aprogram through iteration. They haveto get it right, and get it right the
first time or losetheir money. In this sense, the norma request for pragposa phrase, "Funding for
subsequent years in the grant period is dependent on demonstration of adequate performance in
the current year," is ddightfully clear. We have the money and will unilateraly make the life
and death decisions for your program.

Even when it is not a "gotcha game" evaluation too often remains dmost entirely externdly
driven, with little internad vaue or utility to the community group. The basic process of
evauative assessment is useful in looking a some of these issues. First, doing a meaningful
evauation requires an agreement on objectives and expectations for the program and clarity in
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the interna logc of the program's model. Tak to the stakeholders in most community -based
initiatives and you amost aways discover a range of expectations that is ave-ingiring When
the program involves collabor ation among disparate organizations, agenci es, and professionals in
acommunity, ambiguity may bethe enemy of continued agreement and collaboration.

Second, community organizations tend to see grant funds as core operating money, not as gecid
project funding. M any community-based organizations do not have a regular apprapriation for
core program activities, but instead have to juggle a hodgepodge of grants and other funding so
they can keep their doors open, saff pad, and ther services going. Raising the issue of
evauation in this context is not a welcoming subject and in fact can be perceived as a threst to
the continued operation and surviva of the organization.

Thereare d| kinds of real methodolog ca issues that mos community-based organizations don't
have the technical evaluation and statistica skills to copewith.

If fundersredly want grassroots groups to be able to submit serious and substarntive proposals,
then they must gve 90 or 120-day notice periods. A 30-day request for proposasthat seeks a
complex collaboration that brings together grassroots groups, saewide hedth stakeholders,
academic medica centers, and loca heath professions is nat being realistic. Couple this short
time period with an expectation for an effective evaluation modd to be in place, and it is no
wonder that many community -based organizations do not attempt to submit goplications.

All of my colleagues supported the inclusion of community-based organizations in the initial
phase of any project from planning to implementation to evauation. This modd encourages
locd participation and buy-in into the research process and facilitates the sharing of locd
knowledge. Therefore, evauation will be seen less as a threst and more as a means of ensuring
that programs and services are working as planned to effectively meet the needs of the target
population. By reducing the occurrence of these dilemmas, the rdationships between funding
agencies and grantees can develop in healthier way s tha benefit both sides.

A Community Dilemma: Community
Autonomy Versus The Need
For External Funding

Chrigtine Patterson, MSW, ACSW, LCSW
Arkansas Department of Health
Office of Minority Health

A hedth promotion effort was needed in a community located in Newport News, Virgnia
Approximately 98% of the community residents were African American, with limited access to
hedth care and health rdated services. The highest incidence and prevaence for diseases and
illnesses for the city were concentrated in this community. The socioeconomic status of the
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community was the lowes for the city, with the highest rates of children and families living
below the poverty leve.

Severd public and private health and human services organizations formed an dliance to
promotethe hedth and wdl being of the children and youth in the community. The Alliance
started to plan services for the community without gpproaching or involving the citizens who
resided in the community. The community fet left out of the process, and expressed the gpinion
that they should determine what programs; services and resources should be brought into ther
community. The citizens of the community became upset and insisted on being involved in
planning the services.

Themgor dilemmawas this: the citizens did not have the resources to implement programs and
services without the support of the Alliance. How could the citizens get support from the
Alliance, without dienatingthe Alliance members?

The resolution was to plan collaboratively to establish a multidisciplinary center providing
services to the residents.  After three years of planning, in a process that included the city
government, the Alliance and community residents, a multidisciplinary youth center was
relocated from aschool siteto an old, renovated recregtional center. Theyouth center formed its
own board of directors, comprised mainly of citizens and administrators from schools in the
community. The board created a slot for the principa of the school where the program was
origindly located. When that principd was reassigned, a heated discussion centered around
whether the position was created for an individua or a representative from the school. The
organizations and agencies continued to function as an Alliance and provided resources and
services to the youth a the center. The board of the youth center divorced itsef from the
Alliance after about 5 years and developed contracts with individua Alliance organizations and
agencies for programs and services. Today the center continues to provide a variety of
educationd, recreationa and prevention programs. The Alliance continues to function with
preventionprograms,” Youth Development-Developmenta Assets” for the entire city. Recently
the city formed an Office of Youth at the urgngof the Alliance.
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An Evaluator’s Dilemma: How Can | Collect
Compar able Evaluation Data Across
Program Sites, When Some Sites
Are Truly Unique?

Ross F. Conner, PhD
Univergty of California at Irvine
School of Social Ecology

| have to admit, | findly met my match. As pat of a larger evaluation of nine Hedthy
Community projects, | arrived in South El Paso expectingto lead afocus group meeting. When |
walked through the door, | discovered:

Thirteen 8-year-old boys on a soccer team, in uniforms and with soccer ba ls bouncing;
Twelve teenage hi gh school boys who were members of a bresk-dancingteam;
Twoteenage grls who had just arrived on the scene, wearing their cheerleading uniforms;
A set of adults involved in one community project;

Another set of adults involved in adiff erent project; and

About adozen gaff members.

Thekids spoke Endish; the adults spoke Spanish. The scene was utter confusion.
It was 5:30pm and prime dinnertime for the 8 year-olds, who had just been outside playing
soccer--and there was no food any where.

| had cometo gether datafor an evauation, expecting to use focus group discussions, a method
well suited to the evaduation questions, the project and the community. Neither my experiences
nor any of my training had prepared me to ded with such a large, diverse group--and diverse
aong so many dimensions. The adults were ready for a respectful discussion with this "doctor
from Cdifornia” the staff were ready to tak about their programs; the kids were ready for
dinner.

Well, first things first. We ordered food--quickly and lots of it: 15 pizzas and cokes. Then, |
split the crowd into two groups, with the adults in one group and the kids, dong with the
magjority of the ga&ff, in another. A foundation officer dongfor the visit took the adult group and
conducted adiscussion in passable Spanish. | took the kids to adifferent room and tried to lead a
discussion in Endlish. Given thereactions | got, | might just as well have been speaking Chinese.
It was pretty clear that the main focus of the teenage boys was those two cheerleaders. The
teenage boys, when able to get their eyes away from the cheerleaders, acted like teenage boys
everywhere: | was lucky to get one-word answers to any of my questions. Nothing even close to
a discussion ever occurred. The two teenage girls were delighted to tak at length -- about
anything. The8-year olds...well, let's say that the phrases "have a discussion” and "8 year-olds"
don't fit together at al.
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Theselittle guy s were unbdievably wel-behaved and polite, and they at least tried to respond.

They taked morethan the teenage boys, who, true to form, completely ignored the presence of
theselittle quys.

| prayed for thepizzamanto arrive. He finally did--and brought an instant, spontaneous end to
the"discussion.” Thepizzas disgppeared in aflash. Theevening ended on a very positive note:

the staff members stayed around after dinner, and we had an rich discussion, out of which came
lots of dataand many insights.

Dilemmas For Programs, Sponsors
And Evaluators

Doug Eagerling, PhD
Univergty of North Carolina at Greensboro
Center for Study of Social |ssues

The Macro-Micro Dilemma.

Foundations and government agenci es often fund multiple sites under a common initiative (e.g,
REACH 2010). While acknowledgng that the sites are dl diff erent, the funder still would like
to evduate the initiative using a common metric. This impetus typicaly leads to one of two
distinct grateges, each of which crestes adilemmafor the funded agencies:

1. Establish a set of “ common” outcomes to be measured across all sites. For example, dl
programs funded under a hypertensionprevention initiative might need to measure their
clients in terms of changes in diet, exercise and monitoring of blood pressure. Imposing
these core measures on all sites will restrict the creativity of the funded projects, weeding
out ideas that do nat comport with the funders' implicit definition of what needs to be
included in an “ effective” project. This conformity in programming may have particularly
detrimental consequences for programs that are atempting to improve hedth with
individuals whose bdiefs, atitudes and culture are a odds with “gandard” models of
behavior change. In other words, the required evaluation could force out the very srateges
that might lead to the greatest improvements in health among a culturdly diverse group, by
building off deeply roated (but “nongandard”) beliefs about hedth, reationships, baance
and the meaning of life.

2. Assess each site according to improvements in “ capacity.” If the funder abstains from
imposing aset of common evauation measures (in order to leave open the question of what
constitutes an “ effective’ program in any gven community), the question arises as to how
to evauate the effectiveness of the initiative. Assuming that the funder wantsto employ a
common metric (as opposed to simply conducting distinct evauations within each site), it is
necessary to identify some outcome that should occur in common within each of the sites.
Such an outcome is unlikely to pertain to the secific programs that the various sites
implement, because those programs will have varying strateges, target populations and
desired outcomes.
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Rather, the common outcomes will likely relateto factors such as collaboration,”
“community capacity,” or “program quality,” factors that have relevance within all the
funded sites, gven thefunder’s strategy and philosophy .

This “light-handed” approach to evauating community -driven initiatives avoids the problem of
forcing programs into molds that may not fit the loca culture, but it raises two new dilemmeas.
First, outcomes such as “ community capacity” tend to be fuzzier, and thus harder to interpret
than program-specific outcomes such as reductions in blood pressure or increases in the
number of persons screened for diabetes. Especidly with publicly-funded progams, an
improvement in community capacity may nat be tangble or compédling enough to dicit
ongoing appropriations. The second dilemma that arises in pursuing this approach to
evauation is that the research question being answered is not necessarily interesting to the
funded organizations. Learning tha the initiative raised the capacity of the funded
communities by an average of x points (assuming that capacity can be measured quantitatively)
does little to support the needs of those funded communities. The people who deveop and
operate theprograms are much more interested in how well their programs are achieving ther
own distinct objectives and what might be done to improve those programs. As aresult they
are best served by a different type of evauation, one tha addresses questions reated to
program effectiveness, not cross-site capacity building.

Ethical Dilemmas Of Evaluation

Johnnie Bell Bunch, BS, MS, RN Paula Lantz, PhD
Hampton University University of Michigan
School of Nursing School of Public Health

Program evaduation and research involving human subjects raise complex ethicd, legd, and
socid issues. For evauators, there is a patentia role conflict between ther role as researcher
and ther role as consumer advocate. Evduators should promate community control and
participaion as patners in the development, implementation and evauation of programs to
reduce racial and ethnic disparities in hedth. Program evaluators must have integity and
gpproach the evaluation task in an ethical manner.

Three principles should serve as quidelines for considering and making decisions regarding
central ethical issues in evaluation research. These ethical principles include respect for al
persons, beneficence, and justice.

The principle of regpect for dl individuas as persons is broader than simply assuring the
autonomy and sdf-determination of the individual. The duty to mantain confidentidity and
obtain informed consent from participants in the research is mandated by respect for persons (1).
Respect for persons recognizes that individuals are members of a community and tha ther
decisions may affect others in the community. It isimportant for evaluatorsto regpect theperson
as an individud and as a community member, especidly when evduations involve vdue
judgment about right and wrong actions, or good and bad behavior.
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Informed consent to paticipate in evauation research must be obtained in an honest, open and
ethicad manner. People who choose not to participae mug be praected from negative
consequences for their choice.

The principle of beneficence involves the intent to do good, to prevent injury or harm, and to
promote good. Community-based professionals and participants in evauation situations need to
make thoughtful decisions to baance potentid risks and benefits. These decisions may range
from determining levels of interventions in a gven situation or the numbers of consumers to be
served in acommunity with limited resources.

Program evaduation decisions also require consideration of aprinciple of justice. Justice requires
treating peoplefairly. The concept of “ socid justice’ is based on doing good for the group (2,3).
Systems of socid justice may promote the equaity of outcomes, not necessarily equdity in
process.

Tension may exist between people who most vaue socia justice and people who most vaue
autonomy for the individud, since ataining equa outcomes of goods and services necessitates
forced distribution of goods and services (2). Justice requires that vulnerable people and
communities not be exploited and that €igble peoplewho may benefit from participation not be
excluded without good cause. These issues become even more difficult in an evauation context,
especidly when current scientific standards promote assessing the impact of an intervention by
comparing a group who receives the intervention with agroup who does not.

These conflicts should be resolved in partnership with individuals from the communities being
served and the programs being evduated. Racid, ethnic, and culturd differences in values may
complicate situaions in a multicultura mix of researchers and communities. Evauators have a
responsibility to inform themselves about the ethicd, legd and policy standards that govern
activities related to diminating hedth disparities.

Notes

(1) M ejer, C., Dickens, B., and M eslin, EIM. (1997). Bioethics for clinicians. Research ethics.
CMAJ. 15 Volume 156(8), pp. 1153-1157.

(2) Hdl, J.K. (1996). Nursingethics and law. Philadelphia W.B. Saunders.

(3) Trochim, William M. (1999). The research methods knowledge base, 2nd Edition. Internet:
http://trochin.human.cofnd |.edu/kb/index.htm> (version current as of April 20, 1999).
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Resolving The Dilemmas,
Expectations For Evaluation

Johnnie Bell Bunch, BS, MS, RN Paula Lantz, PhD
Hampton Universty Univerdty of Michigan
School of Nursing School of Public Health

Expectations for evauation need to be redistic. It is importat to identify patentia ethica
dilemmas and to plan to resolve them in partnership with the sponsors, progams and
communities. Here are some considerations for setting expectations for evaduation and resolving
the dilemmeas.

1. Provide Useful Answers To Questions Related To Program Success

For programs designed to diminate or reduce racid and ethnic disparities in health, an
gppropriate and thorough evauation uses credible evidence to test whether the disparities are
actualy beingreduced. Because the dimination of disparities is such along-term process, it is
important that the evauation of these programs build in shorter-term mileposts that track
progess. These mileposts show the smal steps tha together result in the ultimate hedth-status
outcome. The evauation of a community -based program should produce cl ear ben€fits:

Building community capacity and engagng communities;
Improving programs;

Facilitating the planning of new or improved prevention straeges;
Influencing policy makers and funding sources,

Sharingwhat works and what does not;

Ensuring funding and sustainability; and

Strengthening accountability .

2. Invol ve Multiple Community Sectors
Community-driven evaluation means that community members involved in or affected by the
program are involved. As active partners with equa voices throughout the evaluation process.

3. Listening And Learning Throughout

Evaluation provides a process by which partners involved can listen and learn. An appropriate
evauation is onethat is conducted by evaduators who are culturaly competent with regpect tothe
organization that is implementing the program and the clients being served. M oreover, the
design of the evauation should be informed by the various stakeholders of the program, and thus
based in the redity of the loca community. Funders aso have a responsibility for culturd
competencein their own expectations for evauation. Expertise regarding appraopriate evauation
should flow both way's, between the sponsor and the funded organizations.

4. Define Success And Spedfy The Evaluation Questions
An evduation will be apprapriate and rdevant only if it measures progress toward the program
designers’ own definition of success, and only if it incorporates the assumptions and theories of
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the program designers. Programs that are truly community-based will each have their own
definition of success, depending on the identified hedth needs, the strateges chosen, the values
of the program desi gners, and the intended results of theinitiative.

employing to bring about the desired improvement in hedth status. The program ghould
articulate the theory of change. This process will hep community-based organizations gssure
that thereis an adequate linkage between their activities and their proposed outcomes. Programs
will have different definitions of success, none of which may correspond exactly tothe defipition
promoted by the funding agency. Outside evauators must be careful not to impose theiil own
vaues asto what is necessary for the health of acommunity to beimproved.

The evduation of a program needs to reflect the theory of change that the organiza%z: is

Evaduators may haveto incorporate and measure ideas beyond what is required by the sponsor,
to ensure that the community’s questions are answered. Also, evauators should be open to
evauating topics that are outside their relms of expertise. If the issue is important to the
community, it becomes important for the evaluation.

5. Reasonabl e Expectations For Outcomes

Each program should have reasonable expectations for the results that are actualy possible,
gven the scope of theprogram. The cultura context of the community should be considered in
defining the intended outcomes.

6. Realistic Expectations For The Program’s Effect In Reducing Racial And Ethnic
disparities

In order to gain red understanding of whether or not a program has been successful in promoting
the hedth of racial and ethnic minorities, the evaluation would need to model the effects of
external factors such as racism and discri mination on hedth.

7. Understanding The Big Picture

The evduation of a program needs to take explicit account of the contextud factors that
influence the hedth of the program’s target population. Because the context is dynamic in
nature, changes in it may influence progjam outcomes. Thus, it is fundamentd that those
involved in evauation have athorough understanding of the macro-level factors such as wdfare
reform or universal health care, which may benefit or hinder the desired successes of the
interventions. At the same time, evduations must be sufficiently grounded within the loca
context to provide historicaly and culturaly sensitive interpreaions of whaever changes occur
under the program. 1t may be more efficient or effective for a program to work on changng the
contextud factors that limit the gpportunities of aracid or ethnic group than it is to grive for
traditiona notions of hedth behavior.

8. Politics Of Evaluation

How can the palitics of evaluation be dealt with? Sakeholders are partners centra to the ongoing
evauation process, and ther interactions are essentia to the evauation. This process is proneto
multiple and --often politica- chalenges: 1) establishing a common frame of reference and a
cross-disciplinary vocabulary for communication; 2) identifying individua participants’ agendas,
both organizationaly and professionadly, to meet program requirements and ensure group
cohesion; 3) ensuring continuity of member participation. Stakeholder interactions are dynamic
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and shaped by interrdated factors, including the larger societd context, geogaphic area,
institutiona environment, power dy namics, communi cation sty les, and decision-making sty les.

9. Mutual Accountability

Accountability is an essentid component in program implementation and evaduation. Because
stakeholders closest to the program must report to a particular institution about the evauation
results of the program intervention, it is important to establish mutua accountability
mechanisms.

CURRENT PUBLIC HEALTH
PARAD IGM

Health choices are not governed solely by the
individual, but also by environmental and
community factors over

which individuals have little control.

This is the rationale for community-based
strategies for disease prevention
and control.
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